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." UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY L-- ' * _ -  

3: 3-0 REGION 5 
77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD - _._ 

CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590 

Mr. Johnny W. Reising 
United States Department of Energy 
Feed Materials Production Center 
P.O. Box 398705 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45239-8705 

SRF-5J 

, RE: Integrated 
Environmental 
Monitoring Plan 

Dear Mr. Reising: 

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) has 
completed its review of the United States Department of Energy's 
(U.S. DOE) Integrated Environmental Monitoring Plan (IEMP). 

The purpose of this plan is to provide a site-wide strategy to 
address environmental monitoring in all media including 
ground.water, surface water, air, sediment , and biota. This 
document was required pursuant to the Operable Unit (OU) 5 Remedial 
Design Work Plan. 

U.S. EPA has significant concerns with the IEMP. There are no 
specific criteria for evaluating data to assess whethsr th2re is an 
exceedance of Final Remediation Levels (FRL) , nor does the IEMP 
include procedures for confirming an accedence, assessing che 
magnitude of a release, or triggering remedial actions for any 
environmental medium. The IEMP does not address monitoring during 
major remedial efforts, such as those for OU 1 or OU 3. The time 
frame for deliverables is inadequate, since it does not to allow 
for adequate review and comment by U.S. EPA. Finally, there are 
concerns regarding using a "short list" of FRL analytical 
parameters, particularly during periods in which major remedial 
activities are underway. 

Therefore, U.S. EPA*disapproves the IEMP pending incorporation of 
adequate responses to the attached comments. U.S. DOE must submit 
a revised work plan and responses to comments within thirty (30) 
days receipt of this letter. Given the extensive nature of the 
comments, U.S. EPA recommends a meeting to resolve these issues and 
clarify the requirements of the IEMP. 
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Please contact me at (312) 886-0992 if you have any questions 
regarding this matter. 

Sincerely, // 

vJames A. Saric 

Federal Facilities Section 
SFD Remedial Response Branch #2  

. Remedial Project Manager 

Enclosure 

cc: Tom Schneider, OEPA-SWDO 
Jack Baublitz, U . S .  DOE-HDQ 
John Bradburne, FERMCO 
Charles Little, FERMCO 
Terry Hagen, FERMCO 
Tom Walsh, FERMCO 



ENCLOSURE 

b -  

TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMENTS 
ON THE 

INTEGRATED ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING PLAN 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

486 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  NA Page # :  NA Line # :  NA 
Original General Comment # :  1. 
Comment: 

deficient. Although the Integrated Environmental Monitoring 
Plan (IEMP) notes the changing situation at Fernald 
Environmental Management Project (FEMP) as activities shlft 
from production through remediation to removal and disposal, 
the proposed air monitoring program is only a continuation 
of the current air monitoring program. The ongoing remedial 
actions at FEMP will involve areas, such as the on-site 
disposal facility (OSDF) and its borrow pits, that are 
outside the production and support areas previously used, as 
well as other activities that are different from those 
involved in production. 
verify that the modified activities and changed locations do 
not cause a significant increase in the exposures of 
receptors outside the boundary of the facility. The IEMP 
does not demonstrate that sampling at the locations 
specified in the existing air monitoring program can meet 
this requirement. The plan should be revised to address 
these concerns. 

The air monitoring program of the IEMP is seriously 

The air monitoring program must 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  NA Page # :  NA Lines # :  NA 
Original Ge'neral Comment #:2 
Comment: The proposed IEMP does not appear to meet the objective 

stated in the remedial design work plan for Operable Unit 
(OU) 5. This plan does not detail clearly the role of the 
IEMP and associated integration objectives with respect to 
the remedial design (RD) and remedial action (RA) documents. 
The IEMP also does not clearly define the programmatic 
boundaries between the sitewide environmental monitoring 
activities and the project-specific monitoring activities to 
be conducted during remedial activities. In addition the 
plan is unclear, contradictory, and difficult to understand. 
The use of terms "programmatic boundaryll and "media-specific 
responsibilities" need to be clarified. 
revised to be consistent and to clearly state the scope of 
the IEMP with respect to monitoring responsibility and 
conformance to sitewide substantive requirements. 

The plan should be 
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  3.3 Page # :  NA Lines # :  NA 
Original General Comment # : 3  
Comment: The text states that three programmatic boundaries 

separate three groundwater monitoring programs from the 
IEMP. These three programmatic boundaries include the 
perched groundwater, groundwater at the Paddys Run Road 
site, and performance monitoring at the on-site disposal 
facility. The IEMP does not discuss how data collected as 
part of these three separate programs will be incorporated 
into the IEMP. The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) should 
also prepare a groundwater monitoring plan for each of these 
three programs that specifically discusses the interface 
with the IEMP. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #:3 Page # :  NA Line #:NA 
Original General Comment # : 4  
Comment: The text presents a detailed discussion of the locations 

and frequency of groundwater sampling. However, the IEMP 
does not present any detailed discussion on how the 
resultant data will be analyzed. DOE should present a 
detailed discussion of trend analysis or statistical methods 
used to analyze the groundwater monitoring data, as well as 
the framework of the decision-making process. As an example, 
the groundwater monitoring portion of the IEMP includes the 
Resource Conservation Recovery Act (RCRA) program, which 
includes detection, assessment, and corrective action 
elements. A similar framework should be set forth for 
modifying the program or taking action as a result of 
interpretation of the data. Results of analysis of samples 
from the perimeter monitoring wells may trigger additional 
studies or corrective action, while results from analysis of 
samples taken under the remedial action well programs may 
not trigger such an action. The text should be revised to 
indicated the approach to decision making, as well as to 
include a detailed description of data assessment procedures 
that will be used to support those decisions. 

Commenting .Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #:NA Page # :  NA Line #:NA 
Original General Comment # : 5  
Comment: As discussed under General Comment 4, there is no 

detailed description in the IEMP of data analysis or the use 
of such to support a decision. For each program, a specific 
data evaluation process must be linked to specific actions. 
For example, a method must be established to determine 
whether target thresholds are exceeded and for ensuring that 
appropriate assessment or corrective actions are taken. F o r  
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instance, if exceedances are noted at surface water sampling 
points in Paddy's Run a protocol should be in place to be 
used for confirming the exceedance, identifying the source, 
and specifying corrective measures. The text should be 
revised to describe such an approach to data evaluation and 
decision making for each monitoring'medium under the IEMP. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # : 3  Page # :  NA . Line #:NA 
Original General Comment # : 6  
Comment: The text presents monitoring under two general 

categories: (1) Groundwater Restoration Module and 
(2)Compliance Monitoring. That organization is based 
largely on the current regulatory requirements. However, the 
IEMP should consider other risk-based factors, such as 
location (perimeter or interior) , likelihood of release, 
sensitivity to receptors, or similar risk-based factors. The 
text should be revised to include an evaluation of the 
factors in the assessment of the level of monitoring. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # : 4  Page # :  NA Line #:NA 
Original General Comment #:7 
Comment: DOE has based the list of analytical parameters on 

historical and current detection of contaminants. That 
approach will not be appropriate during excavation phases of 
the project. During the excavation phase at each operable 
unit (OU), there is strong likelihood that a complex suite 
of contaminants could be released. The text should be 
revised to include monitoring for a comprehensive list of 
analytical parameters during remedial phases. As an 
alternative, a list of potential compounds that might be 
expected to be released could be provided. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # : 4  Page # :  NA Line #:NA 
Original General Comment #:8 
Comment: The text establishes a frequency for sampling surface 

water that does not provide for sampling during high-flow 
events. High flow will likely be correlated with erosion of 
contaminants. That circumstance therefore would coincide 
with the greatest potential for release. The text should set 
forth the provisions for sampling during high-flow events. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # : 8  Page # :  NA Line #:NA 
Original General Comment #:9 
Comment: The text indicates monitoring reports will be submitted 

to EPA on a quarterly basis for the IEMP mon5toring 
programs. DOE should provide additional information on the 
specific time period these reports will cover and the 
information that will be included. 

E-3 



4 0 6  
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # : 8  Page # :  NA Line #:NA 
Original General Comment #:lo 
Comment: The text presents a schedule for reporting that includes 

submitting a report every June for the preceding year. 
Submitting the report 6 months after the close of the 
monitoring period results in little more than historical 
reporting and does not allow EPA to have input into the 
decision-'making process. At a minimum, DOE should submit 
the annual report by the end of March for the preceding 
year. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #:4 Page # :  NA Line #:NA 
Original General Comment #:11 
Comment: Section 4 discusses the IEMP monitoring system for 

surface water largely in a historical context. The 
monitoring approach is based upon the assumption that 
contaminant loading has been well documented and that 
remedial measures have effectively eliminated contaminated 
surface water. An important factor in the IEMP process is to 
consider the future remedial actions in OU 1 and OU 3 and 
their potential for contributing to contaminant loading 
either as a part of routine excavation or during periods of 
excessive runnoff. It is important for the program to 
effectively monitor these potential sources and to 
effectively provide information that can be used to mitigate 
any adverse effects before an off-site release occurs or 
before uncontaminated areas become contaminated. The text 
should be revised to consider those effects. 
procedures should include adequate analytical parameters and 
frequency to effec.tively monitor potential releases during 
excavation activities. 

Sampling 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  1.2 Page # :  1-2 Line # :  33 
Original Specific Comment # :  1 
C o m m e n t :  The text states that t h e  IEMP prov ides a iiiechai~ism f o r  

determining when restoration activities are complete. 
However, the IEMP does not describe how that determination 
will be made. The IEMP should provide specific 
concentrations, statistical methods, and confirmation 
samples to be used in making that determination. 

E-4 
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  1.2 Page # :  1-2 Line # :  General 
Original Specific Comment # :  2 
Comment: The conceptual model discussed in this section is not 

appropriate for the activities planned under the IEMP. The 
primary objective of the IEMP should be the same as that of 
the remedial investigation and risk assessment for Operable 
Unit (OU) 5 -that is, to obtain the necessary data and then 
to use those data to synthesize all the risks from the fixed 
sources (those now existing, such as the K-65 silos) and the 
dynamic sources (the perturbations created by the various 
remedial and other activities) into an estimate of the total 
risk to the most exposed individual (MEI). As presented, 
the IEMP is incomplete. There is no assurance 
(verification) that all sources, especially changing 
sources, are monitored adequately. The integration 
mechanism is inadequate in light of the complex problem at 
hand. 
remedial action are outside the scope of the IEMP, this plan 
should include guidelines for developing such information 
during the various remedial actions so the results can be 
incorporated into the overall evaluation. The monitoring 
must include provisions for both planned operations and 
reasonably expected unplanned events, such as a 100-year 
rain storm (with ensuing runoff) and a major spill (with 
ensuing air emissions). Unplanned releases should be 
planned for. 

While specific details of the monitoring for each 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  1 . 2  Page # :  1 - 3  Line # :  3 1  
Original Specific Comment # :  3 
Comment: The text proposes to ignore "project-specific emission- 

control monitoring" for point and area air emission sources. 
However, those data obtained through such monitoring are 
essential to support an integrated evaluation of the risk 
posed by the various on-going actions at FEMP. Emissions 
from individually acceptable multiple sources may sum to 
create an unacceptable risk. The text should be revised to 
discuss the interface between the project-specific air 
monitoring and evaluation and the overall air monitoring and 
evaluation which is the subject of the IEMP. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  2.2 Page # :  2 - 7  Line # :  34 to 4 0  
Original Specific Comment # :  4 
Comment: The description of waste and soil excavation provided 

as the last bullet item should be revised to include soils 
beneath demolished structures in OU3 and OU4 (see Table 2- 
1). 
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  2.3 Page # :  2-9 Line # :  Table 2-2 
Original Specific Comment # :  5 
Comment: Table 2-2 does not show any remediation activities 

. occurring during fiscal year 1997 for the Soils 
Characterization and Excavation Project. However, the FEMP 
accelerated remediation schedule of the FEMP, set forth in 
Figure 2-1, indicates that soil excavation will occur at OU 
5 throughout fiscal year 1997. Table 2-2 should be made 
consistent with the remediation schedule. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric . 
Section # :  3.4 Page # :  3-8 Line # :  3 Original Specific Comment # :  6 
Comment: The dates specified for the IEMP monitoring program are 

incorrect. 
1998". 

'The dates should be revised to read "1997 and 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  3.4 Page # :  3-8 Line # :  .28 Original Specific Comment # :  7 
Comment: The text states that the Great Miami Aquifer is the 

uppermost aquifer system beneath the FEMP. This statement 
is incorrect, the uppermost aquifer system, 'when present, is 
the saturated till. The text should be revised to 
accurately state the aquifer systems at the site. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  3.4.2.1 Page # :  3-9 Line # :  31 
Original Specific Comment # :  8 
Comment: 

Remedial Strategy Report. 
which the document will be submitted to EPA. 

The text states that DOE will submit to EPA a Baseline 
DOE should provide the date on 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  3.4.2.3 Page # :  3-19 Line # :  3 
Original Specific Comment # :  9 
Comment: 

million in analytical costs to conduct analysis for the full 
suite of 50 final remediation level (FRL) constituents. 
DOE thus proposes to analyze a Ilshort listf1 of constituents. 
DOE should provide data to support its estimate of $18 
million. In addition, DOE should provide the specific data 
that documents the anticipated savings to be made by using 
the "short listv1 approach. 

The text states that it would cost more than $18 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  3.4.2.3 Page # :  3-22 Line # :  NA 
Original Specific Comment # :  10 
Comment: Three similar chlorinated volatile organic compounds . 

(vOC) are identified in Table 3-2: 1,l-dichloroethane (1,1 
DCA), 1,l-dichloroethene (1,l DCE), and 1,2-dichloroethane 
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(1,2 DCA). Only one of those VOCs, l,l-DCE, is identified 
as mobile and persistent '(MP). The others are identified as 
lacking the ability to migrate to the aquifer (N). Because 
the chemical similarity of the three compounds, that 
assessment appears to be inaccurate. Similarly, of the 
metallic compounds, only chromium and mercury are identified 
as MP. Other metals, such as arsenic, copper, cadmium, or 
selenium are generally mobile and persistent in groundwater. 
The text should provide clarification of this issue. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  3.4.2.3 Page # :  3-24 Line # :  NA 
Original Specific Comment # :  11 
Comment: DOE presents a master short list for data screening. 

This approach may be appropriate; however, it is apparent 
that the proposed analytical methods are used to detect and 
report many of the FRLs compounds. For example, of the. 
related compounds only 1,2-DCA is on the list. The other 
two compounds (1,l-DCA and 1,l DCE) are also included in 
either EPA Method 8020 or EPA Method 8260,  which are 
typically used to quantify 1,2-DCA. Similarly, analysis for 
boron is proposed; boron would likely be detected using 
inductively coupled plasma (ICP) methodology. Other FRL 
metals (chromium, lead, and arsenic) can also be detected 
usinq the ICP method. DOE should identify, where possible, 

on the screening list, 
same proposed analytical 
the analytical cost. 

Commentor: Saric 
Line # :  8 

where FRL compounds may be included 
because they are detected using the 
method, without adversely affecting 

U.S. EPA 
Section # :  3.4.2.4 Page # :  3-26 
Original Specific Comment # :  12 
Comment: The text states that groundwat r elevations measured in 

the field will be compared-to those predicted by the 
groundwater flow model to determine whether the groundwater 
is responding as predicted. 
criteria that will be used to determine whether the field 
data is sufficiently similar to the predicated data to 
constitute a I1match1l to those predicted by the groundwater 
flow model. 

DOE should provide the specific 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  3.5.1.2 Page # :  3-41 Line # :  3 
Original Specific Comment # :  13 
Comment: The text states that additional groundwater monitoring 

wells will be installed after initial remediation efforts in 
the OU 2 area have been completed. Although that approach 
is acceptable, DOE should describe the decision framework 
that will be used to determine the number and locations of 
wells. DOE also should indicate when the additional wells 
will be installed or, at a minimum, make reference to the 
document(s) that contain the information. 

000009 
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  3.5.1.3 Page # :  3-42 Line # :  8 
Original Specific Comment # :  14 
Comment: 

will be used to monitor the aquifer response and water 
quality under the injection demonstration monitoring module. 
In addition to those nine wells, DOE should add the 
following wells to the program: wells 2017 and 3017 to 
monitor water quality to,the west of the injection area and 
wells 2015 and 3015 to monitor water quality within the 
boundary of the plume. 

The text states that nine of the RCRA boundary wells . 

\ 
Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  3.5.1.3 Page # :  3-43 Line # :  15 
Original Specific Comment # :  15 
Comment: The text states that additional wells will be installed 

after the injection demonstration module becomes 
operational. DOE should describe the decision framework 
that will be used to determine the number and locations of 
wells. DOE also should indicate when the additional wells 
will be installed, or at minimum, make reference to the 
document(s) that contain this information. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #:3.5.1.4 Page # :  3-45 Line # :  1 Original Specific Comment # :  16 
Comment: The text states that wells 2027,2027,2648,2821,3821, 

and 2649 will be used to monitor the groundwater quality as 
part of the waste storage area well network because those 
wells are down gradient of the waste storage areas. DOE 
should also collect groundwater samples from wells 2018, 
3018, 2008, 3008, 2454, 2010, 3010, and 2951 because those 
wells define the down gradient edge of the contamination 
plume in the waste storage area. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  3.5.1.4 Page # :  3-45 Line # :  3 
Original Specific Comment # :  17 
Comment: The text states that wells 2032, 3032, 2034, and 3034 

were selected for monitoring if a release from OU 4 occurs 
during the excavation of the silos. Although the wells are 
in close proximity to OU4, none is downgradient of OU 4; 
therefore, the wells are not in the best location to detect 
a release. Well 2033 should be added to the network of 
wells used to monitor OU 4 because it is hydraulically 
downgradient of OU 4. 
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  3.5.1.5 Page # :  3-46 Line #:3 
Original Specific Comment # :  18 
Comment: The text makes a reference to Figure 3-14 which depicts 

the extent of the total uranium plume in the Plant 6 area. 
The extent of the total uranium plume depicted in Figure 3- 
14 is much smaller than that depicted in the OU 5 remedial 
investigation (RI) report (Plate E - 8 1 ) .  This discrepancy 
should be addressed. In addition, monitoring wells 2064, 
2120, and 2118 should be added to the monitoring well 
network to better monitor the groundwater quality at the 
edge of the total uranium contamination plume. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  3.5.1.6 Page # :  3-49 Line # : 7  
Original Specific Comment # :  19 
Comment: The text states that monitoring of water level in wells 

screened at the water table is appropriate only because 
monitoring of water level during the RI did not indicate 
strong vertical gradients. However, during remediation the 
many pumping and injection wells will create a strong 
vertical gradient that should be monitored. DOE should add 
monitoring wells screened below the water table (that is, 
the 3000 series wells) to the water level monitoring 
program. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  3.5.2.3 Page # :  3-58 Line #:5 

Comment: The text proposes to sample Well No. 67 annually, as 
. Original Specific Comment # :  20 

required for the ongoing removal action. EPA notes that 
monitoring the well, which is known to have contaminated 
sediment in it, is not an appropriate approach to evaluating 
whether contamination is present in groundwater in the area. 
The approach should be revised to include monitoring a well 
downgradient of the contaminated well. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  3.5.2.4 Page # :  3-58 Line # :  5 
Original Specific Comment # :  21 
Comment: This section describes the groundwater monitoring to be 

conducted for the on-site disposal facility. EPA commented 
on this project-specific plan in its letter dated August 28, 
1996. DOE should address the comments set forth in that 
letter and modify this section and Appendix B accordingly. 
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  3.6.2.1 Page # :  3-68 Line # :  10 
Original Specific Comment # :  22 
Comment: The text states that appropriate FEMP or contract 

laboratories will use analytical procedures that meet the 
analytical support levels (ASL) established in the sitewide 
quality control plan (SCQ). DOE should provide the ASLs and 
the rationale for their selection for all analyses conducted 
as part.of the IEMP. Further, references to the specific 
analytical methods should be referenced in a summary table 
here and in each subsequent section. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  3.6.2.1 Page # :  3-68 Line # :  30 
Original Specific Comment # :  23 
Comment: The text states that groundwater samples will be sent 

to on-site or off-site laboratories. DOE should list the 
samples each laboratory will be required to analyze. 

' addition, if possible, DOE should identify each laboratory 
and describe the selection process as it affects assurance 
of the integrity of the sample and the quality of the 
laboratory analysis. 

In 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  3.6.2.1 Page # :  3-69 Line # :  NA 
Original Specific Comment # :  24 
Comment: The table includes preservation criteria and holding 

times for various types of analysis. It is not possible to 
assess required holding times or preservation criteria 
unless an analytical method is specified. However, it 
appears that preservation criteria (and holding times) for 
VOCs are not accurate. Generally, hydrochloric acid is 
added to samples to be analyzed for VOCs to extend the 
holding time to 14 days. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  3.7 Page # :  3-74 Line # :  2 
Original Specific Comment # :  25 
Comment: The text makes reference to Figure 3-21, which 

indicates that quarterly reports will be submitted to EPA. 
DOE should provide additional information about the time 
period the reports will cover and the specific information 
that will be included in the reports. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  3.7 Page # :  3-74 Line # :  32 
Original Specific Comment # :  26 
Comment: The text states that the reported functions of the 

existing four groundwater sampling programs (South Plume, 
RCRA boundary, KC-2 Warehouse, and private wells) will be 
merged with the IEMP sampling report. In addition, the IEMP 
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states that the results of the combined groundwater sampling 
programs will be reported every June for the preceding year. 
Submittal of the report six months after the close of the 
monitoring period provides little more than a historical 
reporting. Such submittals do not allow EPA to have input 
into the nature of the groundwater remediationtprojects or 
the groundwater monitoring programs. DOE should submit the 
annual report for each year by the end of March for the 
preceding year. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  4 . 4 . 1  Page # :  4 - 7  Line # :  NA 
Original Specific Comment # :  2 7  
Comment: A list of bulleted items is provided in the text that 

highlights the project expectations for surface water 
monitoring under the project. Three items should be added to 
that list: 

Identify potential releases associated with the 

Provide baseline and follow up data to document 

Ensure that releases are detected and mitigated as 

ongoing remediation tasks, particularly during 
periods of extensive excavation or runoff 

the effects of pre- and post-remediation 
activities on surface water quality 

part of the ongoing FEMP cleanup 

~ 

These or similar tasks should be included in the text. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  4 . 4 . 2 . 3  Page # :  4 - 1 5  Line # :  2 3  
Original Specific Comment # :  2 8  
Comment: The text states that surface-water samples taken at 

locations that are downstream of historical exceedences of 
FRLs or biological threshold values (BTV) will be analyzed 
only for those constituents identified as having exceeded 
FRLs or BTVs within the respective drainage basin. Because 
remedial activities may release contaminants other than 
those that were previously detected, samples from those 
locations should be analyzed for the complete list of 
constituents set forth in Table 4 - 1 .  , 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  4 . 4 . 2 . 4  Page # :  4 - 1 5  Line # :  NA 
Original Specific Comment # :  2 9  
Comment: Section 4 . 4 . 2 . 4 ,  IIImpacts to Surface Water due to 

Uncontrolled Runoff and Remedial Activitiesll discusses the 
historical contamination attributed to OU 3 ,  OU 1, OU4, and 
OU 2 .  The section implies that the effects of these remedial 
areas have been largely minimized through removal actions. 
Also historical data are used to show that the effects of 
runoff control have lowered the overall contaminant loading 
attributable to uranium in Paddys Run. Although those 
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statements are accurate, they should not be used as the 
basis for establishing the monitoring program. The planned 
large scale excavations in OU1 and OU3 have a high potential 
for contributing to contaminant loading. It is essential 
that the proposed sampling take those factors into account. 
The text should be revised to discuss the pending excavation 
and the measures that must be-taken to ensure that surface 
water is monitored effectively during excavation. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: . Saric 
Section # :  4 . 4 . 3  Page # :  4 - 2 5  Line # :  3 
Original Specific Comment # :  30 
Comment: The text makes reference to Figure 4 - 9 ,  which presents 

surface water sample locations at the FEMP. 
seems to omit sample locations at which detected exceedances 
of FRLs or BTVs have been detected in the past. 
add those sample locations to the figure and incorporate the 
monthly sampling indicated on Page 4 - 1 5  into the project- 
specific'plan. 

The figure 

DOE should 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  4 . 5  Page # :  4 - 2 9  Line # :  NA 
Original Specific Comment # :  3 1  
Comment: For surface-water sampling point SWD-01 uranium is not 

included as a parameter. The text should state clearly why 
uranium is not included, considering the widespread 
dispersion of uranium in soil at the site. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  4 . 5 . 2 . 1  Page # :  4 - 3 5  Line # :  NA 
Original Specific Comment # :  3 2  
Comment: As in previous sections, the table(s) in this section 

should identify specific analytical methods. Further, this 
table and subsequent tables include VOCs as analytical 
parameters, specifying a different method of preservation 
and longer holding time than is stated in Section 3. The 
text should be revised to include the analytical method for 
each analytical parameter shown. The correct holding times 
and preservation methods, based on the analytical method, 
should be included. 

Commenting Organization: U.S.  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  4 . 5 . 2 . 1  Page # :  4 - 4 6  Line # :  NA 
Original Specific Comment # :  3 3  
Comment: The sampling frequency column in Table 4 - 1 1  uses several 

terms to identify different sampling frequencie's. It is not 
clear what those terms mean. For example, the term "2/year 
Daily, during overflow conditions" is unclear. The text 
should be clarified. 
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Commenting Organizatkon: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #:4.6 Page # :  4-54 Line # :  1 9  
Original Specific Comment #:34 
Comment: The text makes reference to Figure 4-11 which indicates 

that quarterly reports will be submitted to EPA. DOE should 
provide additional information about the time period those 
reports will cover and the specific information that will be 
included in them. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #:5.3 Page # :  5-5 Line # :  5 
Original Specific Comment # :  3 5  
Comment: The text states that, if necessary, project-specific 

I sediment investigations will refine the identification of 
remediation needs in other drainage ditches and in the storm 
sewer outfall ditch. 
ditches will be included in the investigations and how those 
ditches will be selected. 

DOE should specify what drainage 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #:5.4.3 Page # :  5-8 Line # :  1 
Original Specific Comment # :  36 
Comment: The text states that analysis of sediment samples will 

be conducted for selected contaminants. The selection of 
these contaminants was based on previous sampling efforts. 
Because the remediation activities may mobilize other 
contaminants, DOE should analyze the sediment samples for 
the entire FRL list of parameters. Such an approach will 
provide adequate monitoring of the effects of remedial 
activities. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  6.2.2 Page # :  6-4 Line # :  2 
Original Specific Comment # :  37 
Comment: The text notes that the lower emission limit of the 

cited proposed regulation does not supersede the emission 
limit of DOE Order 5400.5. However, the proposed regulation 
may be adopted at any time. The monitoring specified in the 
IEMP should be sufficiently sensitive to determine whether 
the facility meets the proposed standard. 
will facilitate determination of the facility's reaction to 
new requirements. 

That knowledge 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  6.2.2 Page # :  6-4 Line # :  26 to 32 
Original Specific Comment # :  38  
Comment: This section identifies the Ohio Ambient Air Quality 

Standard for particulate matter as a "regulatory driver" 
that governs #'the technical scope and reporting requirements 
for the IEMP's air monitoring program." However, lines 27 
through 35 on page 6-5 identify the National Ambient Air 
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Quality Standard for particulate matter, which is identical 
to the Ohio standard, as a "regulatory driver . .. . found to 
have air monitoring implications but only of a project- 
specific emissions-control nature." The IEMP must provide 
further justification for this apparently inconsistent 
categorization of state and federal ambient air quality 
standards. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  6.2.2 Page # :  6-6 Line # :  30 to 32 
Original Specific Comment # :  39 
Comment: The text states that "there are no additional 

regulatory-based requirements activated by FEMPIs CERCLA 
applicable and relevant or appropriate regulations ( A M )  or 
to be considered (TBC) regulations that are not already 
accommodated within the scope of the IEMP's predecessor 
environmental monitoring plan (EMP) air monitoring plan". 
The text implies that the regulatory requirements identified 
in Section 6.2.2 are a complete list of such requirements. 
However, a review of the Record of Decision (ROD) for OU5 
identified numerous air-related regulatory requirements that 
are not addressed in Section 6.2.2. Examples of regulatory 
requirements that are not addressed include, but are not 
limited to, Ohio Administrative Code (OAC) 3745-57-91 
through 93 and 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 264.601 
through 603 (treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous 
waste in miscellaneous units); 40 CFR 264 subpart AA (air 
emission standards for process vents); and OAC 3745-17-07 
(control of visible particulate emissions for fugitive 
dust). Section 6.2.2 of the IEMP should be revised to 
provide a more complete discussion of regulatory 
requirements. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  6.4.2.1 Page # :  6-12 Line # :  Table 6-1 
Original Specific Comment # :  40 
Comment: This table lists air monitoring locations AMs-8, 

AMS-gA, AMs-15, and AMs-17, while the accompanying Figure 6- 
2 appears to show these locations as AMS-8A, AMS-gB, AMs-16, 
and AMs-17A. Table 6-3 and its accompanying Figure 6-3 have 
similar discrepancies in the identification of air 
monitoring locations around Building 65 and elsewhere. The 
IEMP should be revised so that tables and figures are 
internally consistent. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA 'Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  6.4.2.1 Page # :  6-13 Line # :  5 to 14 
Original Specific Comment # :  41 
Comment: This section states that filters from high-volume air 

monitors will be changed biweekly and that data collected 
from these monitors will be used to confirm compliance with 
ambient air quality standards for particulate matter (PM) . 

E-14 



r 1 
406 b- 

However, both the Ohio and the national short-term ambient 
air quality standards for PM identified in Section 6.2.2 are 
defined in terms of a 24-hour average concentration. 
IEMP should be revised to clarify the manner in which data 
from the biweekly samples will be used to confirm compliance 
with the 24-hour standards for PM. 

The 

I Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  6.4.2.2 Page # :  6-21 Line # :  11 and 12 
Original Specific Comment # :  42 
Comment: The text refers to I t 9  alpha scintillation radon 

detectors" deployed on FEMP property and at off-site 
locations. However, Figure 6 - 3  and Table 6 - 3  identify 20 
locations at which the detectors are used. This discrepancy 
should be corrected. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  6.4.2.3 Page # :  6-22 Line # :  Saric 
Original Specific Comment # :  43 
Comment: The listing of ttradon-266tt isotope in this text is 

incorrect; the listing probably should be ttradon-226.it 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  6.5 Page # :  6-24 Line # :  General 
Original Specific Comment # :  44 
Comment: The Itproject-specific plantt described in Section 6.5 is 

merely a continuation of past activities, even though there 
will be significant changes in both air emission source 
locations and composition during the remedial actions. The 
current network of air monitoring stations, discussed in 
Section 6.4.2, was designed for the preremediation source 
areas and activities. The IEMP must demonstrate, by 
modeling and field verification, that the existing network 
will provide adequate coverage once remediation activities 
begin. If such a demonstration cannot be made (as seems 
likely), the IEMP must describe clearly and include the 
modifications of the air monitoring network that are needed 
to provide complete coverage for, at a minimum, those 
activities scheduled for the 2-year period covered by the 
initial IEMP. In particular, the location of the OSDF 
adjacent to the leeward boundary of the FEMP (based on the 
prevailing wind direction shown in Figure 6 - 1 )  raises 
questions concerning (1) air emissions that will pass over 
that boundary and (2) the adequacy of the current air 
monitoring network to measure the impact of these emissions 
on downwind receptors. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  6.6 Page # :  6-37 Line # :  7 and 8 
Original Specific Comment # :  45 
Comment: The final bullet on this page refers to monthly 

reporting of radon data from the K-65 silos. However, that 
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reporting requirement is not included in Figure 6-5 under 
either the current reporting or the IEMP integrated 
reporting strategy. This discrepance should be corrected. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section #:7.2.1 Page # :  7-3 Line # :  NA 
Original Specific Comment # :  46 
Comment: The text states that a correlation between 

concentrations of uranium in soil and produce have not been 
documented in previous co-located soil and produce sampling 
and analysis. The text should indicate specifically why a 
correlation could not be made. Current research indicates 
that uranium is taken up by plants from the soil and 
therefore, a correlation between the concentration of 
uranium in soil and plants would be expected (W.E. Kennedy, 
Jr., D. L. Strenge, 1993. Residual Radioactive 
Contamination From Decommissioning. Technical Basis for 
Translating Contamination Levels to Annual Total Effective 
Dose Equivalent. Final Report. Volume I). The paragraph 
should also provide a discussion of previous analytical data 
derived from the analysis of co-located soil and produce 
samples to support discontinuing co-located soil and produce 
sampling. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  8.3.1 Page # :  8-5 to 8-6 Line #': General 
Original Specific Comment # :  47 
Comment : This section identifies I'regulatory driverst1 that will 

be phased into the IEMP reporting strategy. However, 
several regulatory drivers for the IEMP air monitoring 
program that were identified in Section 6.2.2 are omitted. 
Section 8.3.1 should be revised to include a complete list 
of regulatory drivers, as discussed in preceding sections of 
the IEMP. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Line # :  7 Section # :  D.2.1.1 Page # :  D-5 

Original Specific Comment # :  48 
Comment: As noted in this section, the IEMP does not include the 

air emissions monitoring that will be conducted for 
individual projects. However, the fence line monitoring and 
other non-project monitoring conducted under the IEMP must 
be adequate to confirm that the remedial activities do not 
produce unacceptable exposures. Continuation of the 
existing air monitoring networks (as detailed above) is 
unlikely to meet this need. 
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  D.2.1.2 Page # :  D-5 Line # :  General 
Original Specific Comment # :  4 9  
Comment: This section excludes certain pathways from further 

consideration because historical monitoring results show 
them to produce minimal exposures. However, this situation 
may change in future years as remedial actions are - 
implemented. Therefore, the IEMP should include provisions 
for annual verification that exposure through the excluded 
pathways remains negligible. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  D.2.1.2 Page # :  D-6 Line # :  18 
Original Specific Comment # :  50 
Comment: This section dismisses the meat and milk consumption 

pathway as insignificant because exposure by that pathway 
produced a dose lower than 0.2 millirem. However, line 5 
defines a potentially significant exposure as greater than 1 
percent of 10 millirems, which is equivalent to 0.1 
millirem. According to that definition, exposure by the 
meat and milk consumption pathway is potentially 
significant. A similar discrepancy occurs in Line 11 on 
Page D-7. The IEMP should be revised so that it is 
internally consistent. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  D . 4 . 1 . 4  Page # :  D - 1 3  Line # :  22 
Original Specific Comment # :  51 
Comment: This discussion of the maximally exposed individual 

(MEI) makes the implicit assumption that the ME1 will 
continue to be one of the 4 0  already designated receptors 
despite the changes in locations of air emission sources and 
air emission rates that will occur during remediation. This 
assumption must be made explicit and must be verified. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  D . 4 . 3  Page # :  D - 1 6  to D - 1 9  Line # :  NA 
Original Specific Comment # :  52 
Comment: This section of Appendix D outlines the activities that 

must be conducted to fully integrate the overall air 
monitoring program of the IEMP into the project-specific 
activities that will occur during remedial action at FEMP. 
The overall approach to integration appears reasonable. 
However, as noted in the text, additional study will be 
needed to identify appropriate air emission models, specify 
appropriate parameters for those models, and select 
applicable air dispersion models. Section D . 4 . 3  also 
indicates that "specific procedures for each step will be 
developed after holding discussions with the regulatory 
agencies." Section D . 4 . 3  does not make clear how such 
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development will occur or how model and parameter selection 
will be documented. Because those issues are fundamental to 
successful implementation of the IEMP air monitoring 
program, they should be subject to regulatory agency review 
and documentation must be included as part of the IEMP. 
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